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REMARKS 

Favorable reconsideration of this application is respectfully requested in view of the 
forgoing amendments and the following remarks. 

Claims 1 , 3-7» 9*1 3, 1 5-1 7, 1 9, and 20 have been amended. Claims 2, 8, and 1 4 have 
been canceled without prejudice or disclaimer of the subject matter contained therein. Claims 
1, 3-7, 9-13, and 15-20 are currently pending, of which claims 1,7, 13, and ITaro 
independent 

Claims 1-6 and 17-20 were rejected under 35 U.S.C- §101 as allegedly being directed 
to non-statutory subject matter. 

Claims 1-2.4, 7-8, 10, 13-14, and 16 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 1 02(e) as 
allegedly being anticipated by Kraft et a], (6,938,170). 

Claims 3, 5-6, 9, 1 1 -1 2, 1 5, and 1 7*20 were rgcctcd under 35 U.S.C. § 1 03(a) as 
allegedly being unpatentable over Kraft ct al. in view of Meyerzon ct al- (6,1 99,081). 

The above rejections arc respectfully traversed 

Drawings 

The Bxamincr did not indicate whether the Drawings as Sled on October 25, 2003 are 
acceptable. It is assumed that the Drawings arc acceptable absent any indication otherwise 
by the Hxaminer. 

Information PisciosM re Statement 

The undersigned thanks the Examiner for considering ihc reference cited in the IDS 
filed on October 25, 2003. 
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Ctoim Refection Under 35 P^,C-_&101 

The OfFice Action rejected claims ] ^ and 17-20 as allegedly being directed to non- 
statutory subject matter. Specifically, the OfBce Action stated. 

Claims 1-6 and 1 7-20 are rejected under 35 U-S.C. 101 because the method of 
generating a web page is not limited lo a tangible embodiment since the method 
ffeneratin^weh ppse requires use of hardware to accomplish ^eneratine step [sic]. 
Therefore, claims 1 -6 and 1 7-21 are non-statutory as not bcmg tangible [sic]. 
(Emphasis added). 

The Examiner already admitted that the method of generating web page inherently 
requires the use of hardware to accomplish the generating step, and, as commonly known 
and understood, liardware is tangible^ It follows that claims 1-6 and 17-20 are directed to 
tang^le subject matter. Therefore» it is not clear why the Examiner considered such dainas 
to not be tangible when the Examiner already provided evidence that th^ are tangible^ 

Accordingly, it is respectfully submitted that claims 1-6 and 17-20 satisiy 35 U«S.C § 
.101, and withdrawal of the rejection of these claims is respectfully requested. 

ClaimRjBlection imder_3SJl 

The test for determining if a reference anticipates a claim, for purposes of a rejection 
under 35 U.S.C. § 102, is whether the reference discloses all the eJements of the claimed 
combination, or the mechanical equivalents thereof ftmctioning in substantially the same way 
to produce substantially the same results. As noted by the Court of Appeals for the Federal 
CbcxdimLindemam Masehinenfabrick Gmhffv. American Hoist and Derrick Co.^ 221 
USPQ 481, 485 (Fed Cir. 1 984), in evaluating the sufficiency of an anticipation rejection 
under 35 US.C. § 102, the Court stated: 
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Anticipation requires the presence in a single prior art reference 
disclosure of each and every clement of tlie claimed invention, 
arranged as in the claim. 

Therefore^ if the cited reference docs not disclose each and cvcty element of the 
claimed invention, then the cited reference finis to anticipate the claimed invention and, thus, 
the claimed invention is distinguishable over the cited reference. 

Claims 1-2, 4, 7-8, 10, 13-14, and 16 wererqcctcd under 35 U.S^C §102(c) as 
allegedly being anticipated by Kraft et al. 

Independent claims 1 , 7, 13, and 17 have been amended to include the utilization of 
"^ags to enclose tlie speeific pordon so as to designate the specifie pordon . . . without 
modifying the specific portion/' In contrast, as its title indicates, Kraft ct al. shows a ''system 
and method for preventing automated crawler access to web*based data sources using a 
dynamic data transcoding scheme^ whereby the various transcoding schemes require actual 
modification of a specific portion of cont&it^ without any enclosure of such portion by tags, in 
a web form so as to prevent access to such specific portion. See at least col« 6, lines 32-50; 
col, 7, lines 25+; and col. 9, lines 55+, as dted by the OfiBcc Action. 

Accordingly, it is respectfully submitted that amended independent clahns 1 , 7, 13, 
and 17 and th^ dependent claims 3-6, 9-12, 15, 1 6, and 1 8-20 arc allowable over the 
references of record. Withdrawal of die rej ection of these claims, thcreft>rc, is respectful ly 
requested. 

Claim Rejection Under 35 P-S.C-_« 03 

The test for determining if a claim is rendered obvious by one or more references for 
pujposes of a rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 1 03 is set forth in MPEP § 706.020): 
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To establish a prima facie case of obviousness, three basic criteria 
must be met FirsLp there must be some suggestion or motivation, 
etther in the references themselves or in the knowledge generally 
available to one of ordinary skill in the art, to modily the reference 
or to combine reference teachings. Second, there must be a 
reasonable expectation of success. Finally, the prior art relerence 
(or references when combined) must teach or suggest all the claim 
limitations. The teaching or suggestion to make the claimed 
combination and the reasonable expectation of success must botli 
be found in the prior art and not based on applicant's disclosura In 
re Vaeck 947 F^d 488, 20 USPQ2d 1438 (Fed, Cin 1 991)* 

Tbcrcfon^ if the above-identified criteria arc not met, then the cited referenceCs) fetlf a 
to render obvious the claimed invention and, thus» the claimed invention is distinguishable 
over the cited rcfcroacc ( s). 

Claims 3, 5-6, 9, 11-12, 15, and 17-20 were rcgeeted under 35 aS-C §103(a)as 
allegedly being unpatentable over Kraft et al, in view of Meyeizon et al. 

It is respectfully submitted that, for at least the reasons set forth earlier, amended 
independent claims 1 , 7, 1 3^ and 1 7 arc not anticipated by Kmft et al. In addition, the OfiScc 
Action does not rely upon MqroTon et al, to make tip for the defidencies in Kraft et aL with 
respect to claims 1, 7, 13, and 17* Indeed^ Meyeizon et at merely shows an active plug-in 
that is used to tag an entire web document for exclusion or generally shows that active plug- 
ms can be used to exclude certain contents fVom a web document without any details on such 
an exchision scheme. Jce, for example, coL 1 1, lines 42+, as cited by the Office Action. 

Accordingly, claims 3, 5-6, 9, 1 1-12, 15, and 1 7-20 are allowable by virtue of their 
dependency on claims 1, 7, 13, and 17. Withdmwal of the rejection of these claims and their 
allowance, therefore, are respectfully requested. 



9 

PAGE12/13'RCVDAT2l22/200( 2:17:17PM [Eastern Standart 



. ' FEB-EB-E006(WED.) 15: 13 



MRNNR^R & KRNG, P. C. 



(FRX)T03 880 5270 



P. 013/013 



PATENT 



AttyDockaNo.: 200309098-1 
App. Scr, No,: 10/693,580 



Conclttston 

In light of the foregoing, withdrawal o Fthe rejections of record and allowance of this 
application are earnestly solicited. 

Sbould the Examiner believe that a telephone conference with the undersigned would 
assi^it in resolving any issues pertaining to the allowability of the above-identified 
application, please contact the tmdersigned at the tdcphone number listed bctow. Please 
grant any required extensions of time and charge any fees due in connection with this request 
to deposit account no. 08-2025* 



Respectfully submitted, 




By 



Ashok K. Mannava 
Registration No.: 45,301 




MANNAVA *& KANG, P.C- 
8221 Old Courthouse Road 
Suite 104 



Vienna, VA 221 82 

(703) 652-3822 

(703) 880-5270 (facsimile) 
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